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REMARKS 

Claim 1 has been amended to include tbe limitatioos of claim 2, which has been 
caticelled and to include tbe linntatiojos of claim 19 which has also been cancelled In 
addition, in step C) this step has been amended to delete the removal of dead eggs since 
these may not be removed by the method uf slcp C). 

Also, a nnmber of daims have been cancelled relating to benzyl oleohol as the 
aralkyl alcohol and/or lice in fevor of newly added independent claim 45 limited to 
bCTzyl alcohol and lice. In addition, a mmiber of new claims dependent or ultimately 
depcndMt on 45 have been added (claims 46-63), 

The specifibation has been amended to cotaply with the Examiner' s otgection to 
the amendment of the specification in the amendment filed OS/22/05. A new amendment 
has been submitted showing the cancellation of an unnecessary comma in line 6 of the 
paiagi^h, which is the only change made to this paragr^h* 

On pages 2 and 3 of the OflBfce Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1-13, 15, 
16, 18-36 under 35 U-S-C, 1 12, first paragraph as being nonenabling lor any aiaO^l 
alcohol and fi>r any ectopara.<dte3 mt or i^m^h. 

It should first of all be noted that U.S. 5,858,383 has claims directed to 
ectoparasites broadly, and U.S. 6,793.93 1 contams claims to fominla I compounds (see 
present claun 8). 

It is respectfully submitted that tte above issued patents show that enabJement 
exists for both ectoparasites and compounds of formula I (present formula I conpounds 
do inchtde additional compounds not inchided in the claimed formula 1 confounds of 
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U,S, 6,793,931, but the concept that a generic group of compounds are enabled by the 
disclosure is shown fay the claims of U.S. 6.793,931). 

The Examiner contends that the specification does not reasonably provide 
enablement ft>r any aralkyl alcohol and for any ectoparasite and does not enable one 
skilled in the art to practice the invention uoimiiKWunite in scope with the claims. 

This contention is req>ectfully submitted to be incoxrecL 

First of all, the Federal Circuit held of Feteuaiy 1 1 , 2004 in Liebel-FIarsheim Co. 
V. Medrad, Inc (Fed. Czr. 03-1082), that a feature of an invention described in a patent 
specification may not be iniported as a limitation on a claim sitxiply because that feature 
is included in the sole embodiment of the invention. 

Also, as poihted out by the court in In re Maizocctn, 439 F.2d 220^ 169USPQ 
367 (CCPA 1971), a specification disclosure which contains a teaching of the manner and 
process of making and using the mvention in terms which correspond in scope to those 
used in describing and deJSning the sutgect mmei sought to be patented must be taken in 
conqpUance with the enabling requirement of the first paragraph of § 1 12 unless there is 
reason to doubt the objective truth of the statemetxt contained therein which must be 
relied on for enabling support How such teaching is set forth, either by the use of 
iIhlstrat^veexa^^>les or by broad tenninotogy is of no importance. There is no dispute 
here that the present claims find literal support in the specification. 

It is reqpectfiiDy submitted that in rgecting the clahns under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, the 
Examiner is charged with the initial burden of providing a basis upon vAnch to siq>port 
the cortehision that one having ordinary skill in the art wouM not have been able to 
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ascertain the scope of protectioii defined by the claims, when reasonably interpreted in 
light of the specificatfon. See In re Moore 439 F.2d 1232, 169 USPQ 236 (CCPA 1971); 
InreHanwtinrJf, 427 1378, 166 USPQ 204 (CCPA 1970). The resolution of this 
legal question necessarily depends upon the fectsofeach particular case. SgrithkMne 
Piagnogtioa Inc. V Helen Laboratories Corp.; 859 F.2d 878,S USPQ2d (1987); Chicago 
Pneumatic Tool Co v Huph es Tool Co.; 97 945, 38 USPQ 258 (10* Cir. 1938). 

Thus, it is respectfulbr contemied that it vvas incumbent i^jon tte 
substantiate, by fictual evidoKe or sound scioitific reasonii^ 
is not commensurate in scope with the claimed invention as a vAole or as to any aspect 
thereof It is fivtherre^pectfiitty contended tint the Examiner has clearty&iled 
this burden. 

The Examiner has provided no Victual evidence nor set forth cogent scientific 
reasoning establishing that the claimed kvention eaconnpasses inop^able emb^ 
vvnqiQneDts, or methods or that b would require under esqpenmen^ 
artisan to practice the clainaed invention given the presicnl inventioa Cf, tnreSkriyan. 
427 F.2d 801 . 1 16 USPQ 85 (CCPA 1970); InteAaefitadt 537 F.2d 498, 190 USPQ 214 
(CCPA 1976). As pointed om by the court in Skrivan. claims need not recite fectors 
wfaidi would be obvious to one of ordtnaiy ^dll in the art. 

One skilled in the art would understand the term "ectoparasite" and the parasites 
included within the term. Tlie inesent methods ait directed to ^ killing of such 
ectoparaates and their eggs by applyii^ the conqxisitbn of Ae invention and leaving 
thrai in contact with the ectopara^es and their eggs until they have been killed. Hence, 
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those skilled in the art would clearly understand how to cany out the method of the 
invention with any ectoparasite. 

In addition^ only those ectoparasites that cause an infestation on animal skin are 
included, and hence the ectoparasites covered by claim 1 are limited in number. 

With respect to uiunohydiic araJkyl alcohols, one skffled in the art would have no 
problem in understanding what conc^unds M widim the scope this term, or 
how to use such contt>ounds in the methods of the invention. 

In tte pres^ application^ it is respectfully Gonto^ 
one having ordinary skiD in the art would not have been able to ascertain the scope of 
protection defii^ by the claims when reasonably inteipreted m light of the supporting 
specification, fi)r the reasons discussed above. 

It is also rcq)ectfiilly contended that there is no "reason to doubt the otjectivc 
truth of die statements contained" in the specificatbn and claims. 

Hence, it is respectfiilfy submitted that ai^ne skilled in this art would know 
exactly how to cany out tlie claiuinl uiclhods> especially in the light of the disclosures 
including operating Exaniples in the specification. Substitutifjg another compound for 
benzyl alcohol would not present any enablemjemt problems, nor wouM canying out the 
claimed methods with an ectoparasite other that lice present any enablement problems. 

Withdrawal of the section 1 12 rejection is respectfil^y 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 -36 and 39 under 35 USC 1 03 (a) as being 
unpatentable over the Lover 4368207 and Bassette 6974584 and Cardin et al 5288483, in 
view of Pearhnan 6303581. 
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Before discussing tha Examiner's position with respect to theses references, it 
may be heJpfiil to discuss what these references teach and what they don't teach relevant 
to the presently claimed ioventioa 

With respect to the Lover reference this reference discbses the testing of a large 
number of alcohols to obiain a pediculicidai ming (as well as an ovicidal rating). 

Table I-IH are tables showing the screening of conqrounds that ought be ejOcclive 
against lice, not a disclosure that all screaked cottvoimds are effective pedicuKcides. 

Benzyl alcohol was tested at 100% alcohol, 25% sohitum, and a 15/25/60 
mixture. The results obtained for benzyl alcohol show that this was not an effective 
pedicuficide, and nowhere in the reference, including the claims, does the reference 
contotd othowise. 

The I^ver referoice shows that even at a 100% Gonoentiation, it was still onl^ 
90% eflfective, ie. 10% of the fice were left alive to rapidly reproduce. 

In a 25% solution in water it had no efiecth^eness whatsoever, and in a 15% 
concentration with 25% isopropanol and 60% water, il was only 3% efl^t^e. 

It dionM he noted that in cobmin 5 so^ of the '^ieal fornmlations'' contaiaed 
ben^l alcohol. 

See also column 2, lines 8-U where it states that ^accordmgly, \rfienboth 
pediculicidai and ovicidal activity is destreij t , it is pn-ftaraH ,^iny 
uosubstituted alkyl alcohol having a log p vahie of 2. 13-5. 1". Benzyl alcohol and 
other monohydric aralkyl alcohols are not ''unsubstituted araO^l alcoholCs)", and 
benzyl alcohol has a p value of 1.10. Here again, Lova* directs away ftom the 
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use of beosyl alcohol. 

Clearly the above results direct one skilled in the art away fiom the use of henzyl 
alcohol as a pediculidde. 

Cojj«aniiig phenyl edtanol, tWs conqwund was 100% cflEective against lice wiien 
1 00% alcohol was used. The present claims do not iuvlude the use of 1 00% akohoJ, nor 
aoyviiiere close to 100% alcohol. 

In a 25% solution, eflfectiveness was 0%. Hie present COnqmsitioret are highly 
effective at concentrations much below 25%. 

It should further be noted that Lover's claims do not include phenyl ethanol, i.e. 
Lover does not inchide phenyl ethanol as an eflfective agent fbr controlling lice. 

With respect to independent daints 1 and new claim 45» the limitations not taught 
or suggested by the Lover refcKwe indude the fi>l]owing: 

1. The limitation in paragraph A)a) of a wdght range of monohydric aialkyl 
alcohol of fium 1 to 50%. Lover shows that even at 100% concentration 
benzyl alcohol is onty 90% cflEbctive as a podiculiuidc. Applicant has 
shown radremebr high efiectiveoess levels for the difSacm oora^MsiHons 
of the invention. See e.g. Exaaqjle 15 on pages 24-27 where a 
composition contaimng only 5% by vwight of ben2yl alcohol (Example t 
composition) produced kifl rates of greater than 99% against lice. See 
also example 1 6 on pages 27-30 ^^lere a composition of the invention also 
containing only 5% by weight of benzyl alcohol (Example 2 composition) 
produced a kiO rate of 100% against lice. 
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Z Subparagraph A)b) wherein the compositions are formulated to prevent 
the ectoparasites from obtaining ah: thiougji their breathing ap^ It 
has been discovered that the combination of the pestiddal activity of the 
aiaBcyl alcohols of the inveniton when present in con^sitions that 

suflfocat© the ectopaiMites pKmde vciiy Mgh km rates (over 99%) 
contact times. The imSkyl alcohols have been found to prevent the 

ectoparasites fix>m cbsing their bt^aOnng ajjfparatuses (see e.g. paee 6 
lines 1S-19X and this effect combined with the suflRjcatiog effect of 
oon^ositions that prevent air from entMing the ectoparasites' breathing 
appmatuses (spiracles in lice) results in these very high kill rates. Thereis 
of course no teaching or su^estion in Lover for the concept of using 
compositions that suffocate the ectoparasites (see e.g. col. 2 lines 25-30 
where it is stated that ^'Agyphaimaceuticalty acceptable carrier^ can be 
uacd). 

3. '^li>nitationiasubpaiagii)phA)G)in-n4ieivhisdisTO 

very h^ kiU rates are obtained when hnth the hair atid sldn in the infected 
areas are completely saturated with the compositions of the invention. 
Here %ain there is no such disclosure in the Lover reference and clearly 
not with respect to this limitation applied to the con^sitions of the 
present inventioa With respect to this ttmitatfon a Declaration under 37 
CFR § 132 is attached hereto provii^ flie unexpected importance of this 
limitation. 
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4. The limitation that the compositioia is free from any pesticidalty active 
compounds other than the pesticidalty active alcohol of the invention. 
There is nothing in Lover that is directed to this lim^ 

It should also be noted as stated above that the very dxwt contact times of from 2 
to 1 0 minutes arc genraalbr suffieieot to achieve the above very high Itfll rates. See e,g, 
page 5, linel? - page 6. line 7. 

It should fiirther be noted that the presently claimed compositions will iiinctinn 
effective^ even if the ectoparasites become re^stant to the pesticida] activity of the 
nionohydric aralkyl alcohols since they cannot become resistant to asphyxiation, which 
can provide a Idll rate greater than 99%, and usually 100% (seepage 10 lines 7-11). 
There is no such teaching or suggestion in the Lover reference that would lead to tWs 
concept. 

It is also contended that Lover teaches away from the use of either beaozyl alcohol 
orpfa»gdetIianoL 

The U.S. Court of appeals for the Tederal Circuit in In re Ourley , 31 IJSPQ 2rf 

1131 held that "A refacnce m^ he said to teach away vAj&a a person of ordmaty airm, 

upon reading the reference, would be discouraged from following the path set out in the 

reference, or would be led in a direction divergent from the path that was taken by the 

Applicant" See also IhreBfaaL 16 USPQ 2d 1812, where the CAFC heW that one 

important indidum of nonobviouaiess is teaching away £tom a cbimed imrentioo in t^ 
prior art 

It is re^iectfiilly contended that Lover (fiscourages one of ordinaiy sidfl from the 
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use of benzyl alcohol and phenyl ethanoL 

In summaiy, the Lover reference does not teach or su^^est the foliowing: 

a) atr^impernieabte compositions; 

b) in amount sufiSciem to prevent the ectoparasites from closing their 
broathing s^ppsmttus; 

c) leaving in place iintil the ectoparasites ajrc killed; 

d) achieving veiy high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the noechanisin of action includes suffbca^ 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the compositioii$» which 
can and does occur with toxfe chenucal pesticides; 

f) i^rherein the con^sitibns are safe and efiEbctive and are free from 
pesticides other than any pesticidal action exhibited by the araJkyl 
alcohol^ and 

g) the inqioitance of conq)lete saturation of the hair aiKl skin in the 
infccted areas. 

It is well settled law that all limitations must be considered m considering 
obviousness under 35 US.C 103; it is error to ignore specific Ibnitations distinguishing 
over the references. See e.g. In re Boe and Duke (CCPA) lg4 USPQ 38, 

Witlireq)€ct to the Bassettc reference, this reference discloses benzyl 
alcohol as one ofaBst of plant essential oils, Aprefenedembodnnentisamixtuteof 
benzyl akohol and pyrethrins (see col 3, lines 39-45). 

In tile test lesuhs given to Example 1 „ cohimn 7, only bcnayl alcohol ffi 
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^MnbiDation with pyrethrins (the latter being excluded from the present claims) gave 
**vcty good kiU", Other benzyl alcohol containing conqx>5itk>ns (ie. conopositions G and 
H) were rated as less efJfective than compositions A-D, without any indication as to 
whether Kill or Repellancy was being measured 

Aceurdingty, the onty conqx>sition where a Kill rating is given is conq;>osition A 
vAiich is clflarly excluded hy the present claims ("free from pesticides other diaii any 
pesticidal activity provided by the at least one monohydric alcohol"). 

In addition to the above, there is no disclosure in Bassette o£ 

a) an air'^inqpermeable composition; 

b) in amount suflSctent to prevent the ectopara^es from cbsfaig Adr 
breathing apparatus; 

c) leaving the compo sition in contact with the skin and hair until the 
ectoparasites have be» killed; 

d) achieving very high kffl rates in short periods of time; 

e) dxKc the mechanism ufuciiun include suSbcation, the 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the contritions, which 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticide;:; 

f) wherein the conpositions ate safe and eflfective and »e free from 
pesticides other than any pesticidal action e>diibited by the aralkyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the itnportance of con^lete saturation of the hair and skin in the 
infected areas. 
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It is therefore respectfully contended that Bassette does not teach or suggest the 
presently claimed method. 

Concerning the Cardin reference, this reference discloses ovicidal/pediculicidal 
antirlice conqwsitions containing quarternary ammonium salts, long chain fetty amines, 
and msctures thereof with alkajixul » vnergizers selected from phenyl C2-C6 alkanob, 
phenyl C^-C^ diok, and misctures thereof* 

The alkanols are never used aloncj^ and their only disclosed function is to act as 
synergizers for the ammonium compounds and amines, which are the chemical 
pediculicides. Sec e.g. column 3, lines 21-22, where it is stated that ^n the present 
invention, aUcanoI synergizers enhance f ^cacv of the active composftioro^ 
(underlining added). 

All of the present claims contains the limitation that no pesticides arc present in 
the compositions used in the method of the invention other than any pesticidal activity 
provided by the monohydric aralkyl alcohols, hence excluding the compositions of 
Cardin, in which the ammonium couQTounds and umines are chemical pediculicides (see 
e.g. coL 3 above and col. 2, lines 43-45), 

Cardin does not teach or suggest the foltovrfng: 

a) air-inipemieable compositions; 

b) in amount suflfcient to prevent the ectoparasites fiom closing tt^^ 
breathing apparatus; 

c) leaving in place until the ectoparasites are killed; 
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d) achieving very high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the imchanisin of action includes suffocation^ the 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the conq)osttions» which 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticides; 

f) wherein the compositions are safe and effective and are liee from 
pesticides other than any pesticidol action csduUted by the aialkyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the inqxntance of complete saturation of the skin and hair. 
In addition, Cardin discloses only phenyl Ca-Q aflcanols* Benzyl alcohol is a 

phenyl Ci alkanoL Hence this reference is completefy irrelevant vwthres^ 
claims 45-^3, which are all limited to benzyl afcoboL 

It is therefore respectfully contended for the reasons given above that Cardin does 
not teach nor render obvk>us the presently claimed method. 

WtOx respect to the Peartaian reference, this reference is directed to driable 
pediculostatic agents that clipit an *'immersk>n reflex" in lice to immobilize them. The 
pediculostatic agents are then dried to kin at least some of the Thedriable 
pedicutostatic agents used in Pearlman's invention are *^ur&ctants. lipid materials and 
alkanols*' (coL 10, lines 48-51). The alkanols within the scope of the inventfon are 
discbsed in coL 12, lines 52-65, and appear to be any '^nonvolatile fetty alcohol". 

Pearlman does not disctose any of items a) through g) disclosed above in 
discussbn of the other referoices. 
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Accordingly, the Pearhnan reference is respect&lfy contended to contain go 
disclosures relevant to the presently claimed invention. 

The Examiner is taking a driable unrelated pediculostatic agent from the Pearhnan 
reference and oombinu^ iWs with the sut>stantiaUy ineffective compoations of the Lover, 
Bassette, zod Cardin references oU without any teadung or suggestion in any of these 
references to do so. and completely out of cnntevt, concluding that die present 
compositions and methods are thereby obtained, which is respectfii% submitted to be 
incorrect for the reasons discussed above. This rgection is contended to be a hindsiglit 
lejectton using the present invention as a template. 

It is of course improper to rebuild references, in light of sq^plicant's disclosure, in 
order fer it to operate in a manner never intended or contemplated by the reference. Ex, 
B g^QaiTs a. POBA (1961) 132 USPQ 514. In order for a combination of references to 
reader an tovention obvious, it must be obvious that their teachings can be coni^^ In 
tie AVCT3 & 186 USPQ 161. The references, viewed by themselves and not in retio^iect, 
mu<!t .<aigge$t doing what appHcaot has done. Tn re f ^ehaflcr (CCPA 1956) 108 USPQ 
326, In re Skoll (CCPA 1975) 187 USPQ 481. The mere it is possible for two 
isolated disctosures to be combined does not render the result of that comtMuation 

obvious absent a logical reason ofieoordwhichjustifies the combination. InreRep alf^ 
aL (CCa»A 1975) 1 8« USPQ 136. 

It is respectfelly contended that the Examiner has not provided a suffident basis 
upon viAich to conclude that one having ordinary skill in the art would have been led to 
modify the applied references to arrive at the claimed method. In re Newell. 891 F.2d 
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899, 13 USPQ2d 1248 (Fed. Cir. 1989), In re Laskowski, 871 F.2d 115, 10 USPQ2d 
1397 (Fed.Cir. 1989). 

In addition, it is not apparent and the Examiner does not explain why tlie 
disclosed processes in the i»ior art wouki inherently (necessarily) yield the same product 
uacd in the present claims. InreKiu^, 801 F.2d 1324, 231 USPQ 136 (Fed. Cir. 1986); 
rnrepelrich, 666 F.2d 578, 212 USPQ 323 (CCPA !98l); InfeWiMtne. 535 F.2d 631, 
190 USPQ 59 (CCPA 1976). 

Tha« is data in the spedfication Miudb reveals ^ products used in the cl^^ 
method exhibit properties (e.g. ability to suflbcate ectoparasites) which are not exhibited 
fay those piiqpared in accordance vnth any pn)oess disclosed in the le&renee^ Xhe 
Examiner shouM give inorecon$idei»tion to tins data in the ^pecificatmn. UnirovaL Inc. 
v.Rudldn^WilevCorp.. 837 F.2d 1044, 5 USPQ2d 1434 (Fed. Cir. 1988); Ashbnd ^ il, 
Inc. V. Delta Resfas & Refractories. Inc., 776 F.2d 28 1 . 

The Examiner's attemion is directed to operating l£xanq>ies 1-14 vAistt 
conipositions containing benzyl alcohol are set forth, and &caniple» 15, 16, and 17 where 
the Oonq)oations of Exanq)}es 1, 1, 5, and 6 were evaluated clinically against lice, 
t^m^hs, and/or nits wherebi each subject (lice infected) had two 10 miaate treatments 
oneweeksqyartinExanpleslSand 16, tesultiug in 100% efiectivenes^ and Exan^Ie 17 
where a 10 minute treadnent against nits resulted in oviddal activity of 94.9% for the 
conq>o:ntion of Example 5 and 93.1% for the composition of Example 6. 
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In the Office Action, the Examiror contends that the cited references show benzyl 
alcohol eflfective as a licicide and ovacide at from 0*25-5% (Cardin), 10-40% (Lover), 
0,01-95% (Bassettc). 

This comentipn is respectfally submitted to be incorrect, for all the reasons 
disciidscd above. For example, Iai vcr shows benzyl alcohol as ineffective as a licicide for 
all practical purposes. Caidin reqiuKs the presentee of cheim 
pediculicides and discloses certain alcohols as synergizers for the above chemical 
pedicuficides. Bassette sbovi^ that onfy benzyl alcohol in comltebnw^ 
was ejGfectivc. 

In addition, the references do not disclose or suggest any of items a) tiirough g) 
set forth above in discussions of individual references^ Le. none of the references, either 
singly or in combination, disclose a method for usicg con^sitions to kill ectoparasites in 
which: 

ii) an air-impmneable compo^tion; 

b) in amount su£Ecient to prevent die ectopunisiies jfrom closing their 
breathing apparatus; 

c) leaviog the composition in contact with the skin and hair until the 
ectoparasites have been killed; 

d) achieving very high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the mechanism of action include suffocation, the 
ectoparasites cannot devebp resistance to the con:qx>sitions, vAndti 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticides; 
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0 wh^in the con5>osttfom are safe and effective and are free from 
pesticides other than any pesticidal action exhibited by the aralkyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the iiEponance of conqjlete saturation of the hair and skin in the 
infected a£ea$» 

On page ft of the Action, the Examiner states that the ckmns arc broader than die 
scope argued and Lover is a directive for alcohol use for ectoparasite contml. 

However, the scope of the ckdms has beai discussed becein, and as discussed 
above Lover does not direct for the use of aiaSsyl alcohols as eflFective pesticides. Also, 

as discussed above, L^vCT does not teach or suggest any of the cl^ 
advantages provided by the present invention. 

On pages 7 and S of the Action the Examiner has rejected a number of the present 
claims for obviousness^-type double patenting* 
Tlie rejections win tie discussed below* 

Concerning the refection of claims 1-5, 8-13, 17-20^ 22-33, and 39-44 fbr 
obviousiess^type double patenting over claims 28. 29, and 3 1-38 of Patent No. 
6,793,93 1 , the above patented claims do not contam at least the following claim 
limitations of the above claims of the present application: 

1. Effectiveness against ectoparasite nyn^hs and eggs as well as t 
ectoparasites themselves. 

2. The quantity of aralkyl alcohol of from 1 to 50% by weight of the 
composition. 
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3. The i^uirement of complete saturation of tb^ The 
importance and unobviousness of this has been demonstrated in the 37 
CFR § 132 Declaration inchided with this le^onse. 

4. Leaving the compo$itjk>n in contact vnth the infected skin and hair until 
most of the zzymphs and ^gs have bccu killed (as welt as the 
ectoparasite). 

Hence, it is lespectAilty submitted that the present claims are patentably distinct 
from those of the above patent. 

Concerning copending application 10/382,1 88, the limitations in the present 
claims not present in the claims of the above copooiding cyjplication inchide the 
following: 

1 . Effectiveness against nyn]|>hs as well as the ectoparasites and their eggs. 

2. The ]requiremratofconq>lete saturation ofthe hair and skin. See attached 
1 32 Declaratwn showite the ioiponance and unobviousness of this 
limitatioiL 

3. Leaving the composition in conflict with the infected skin and hair until 
most of the nymphs and eggs have been killed^ 

Hence» it is respectfiiQy submitted that the present claims are in &ct patentable 
over those in copending application 10/382,188. 

Concerning copending application 10/336,457, the Umitatwns in the present 
claims not present in the claims of the above copending application are as follows: 
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1 . EflFecriveness against ectoparasite nymphs and their eggs as well as the 
ectoparasites themselves. 

2. The requirement ofcompIetesatiH^tionofthc hair and skia The 
importance and unobviousness of this has been denjonstrated in the 37 
CFR § 132 Declaraiiun included with this response. 

3. Leaving the composition in contact with the infected skin and hair until 
most of the nymphs and eggs have been killed (as well as the 
ectoparasites). 

Hence, it is respectfully submitted that the present claims are patentably distinct 
&om those of the above copending application. 

Hence, it is respectfiilty submitted that the present cJaims are in feet patentabty 
distinct from the claims of U.S, 6,793,931 and the above copending applications. 

In view of the amendments to the claims and the above discussion, allowance of 
claiiiK 1, 3-9, 1 1. 13, 15, 16, 18, 20-26, 33-36, and 45-63 as amended is re^tfully 
solicited. 



Respectfiilly submitted^ 




Reg. No. 18,980 

675 Golden Hawk Drive 

Prescott, AZ 86301 

phone and fex (928)445-2453 
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